On March 20-21, 1990, the Census Bureau conducted "Shelter and StreetNight" to count components of the homeless population in emergency shelters and street locations. Observers were placed in a sample of street sites in 5 cities to report on the census enumeration process. Comparison of observer reports with census returns indicates that street enumeration was not carried out in a comparable, standardized way in the 5 cities. The main operational problems were enumerator failure to enumerate sites and selectivity in approaching people within sites. Variability in how the operation was carried out reduces the comparability of street counts from place to place.
randomly sampled sites from the list provided by the Census Bureau, then added 9 sites which were not on the list, based on their information indicating that the sites included homeless occupants. The 9 extra sites were not part of the sample and are excluded from the results reported below.
In order to ensure that census and observer results refer to the same sites, Census Bureau staff matched geographic information from the official census lists of street and commerce sites in the 5 study areas against geographic descriptions of sites from researchers' lists and observer questionnaires. Since a key assessment variable is whether or not census enumerators were observed at the site, it was essential to determine that observers were stationed at the sites the Census Bureau intended to enumerate.
The census listings included census geocode information, site descriptors and names, and addresses. The researchers' site lists and observer questionnaires included addresses and site descriptions. In many cases, it was difficult to determine the match status of sites, and additional sources were consulted, including the Census Bureau's computerized master address list or Address Control File, S-Night Enumeration Records used to assign enumerators to sites, census and city maps, and phone calls to city officials, police, and the researchers. Census sources include information about sites which were deleted at some stage in the census process as well as those which were included in the final census count. Ultimately, 16 out of 156 observer sites could not be matched to the census. Three of these were sites where observers went to wrong addresses (2 sites in Phoenix and one in Los Angeles). Thirteen observer sites, all in Chicago, could not be matched because they could not be identified in any census source. For that study area, site descriptions in the census sources were often vague, and frequently identified only the block within which a site was located, without specific addresses or site descriptions needed for matching. However, one of the 13 sites had specific address information, and observers saw census enumerators there, yet the site could not be located in census sources.
Other difficulties with matching occurred in New York, where the Census Bureau subdivided several very large sites into multiple sites, with separate geocodes and population counts reported for each. The researcher also stationed observers at different locations within each of these areas.
Matching in these sites is somewhat arbitrary, because not enough geographic detail is given to pinpoint exact locations for either the census or the observers. In New Orleans and in Chicago, the researchers subdivided some large sites into multiple sites, which the Census Bureau treated as single sites. The observer reports can be readily matched to the census, but the definition of what the "site" covers (and the total number of sites) is at variance for the census versus the observers.
The results reported below are based on the 140 observer sites which constitute the original sample exclusive of the 16 nonmatched sites. They correspond to 140 sites as defined by the Census Bureau.
Analysis is based 3 on results for census-defined sites, to which enumerators were assigned and for which official census counts were tabulated.
Official Census Results for Matched Sites
Official census counts were returned for 130 of 140 sites, and 1,803
people were counted at the 130 sites, as shown in Table 1 . Ten sites, all in Los Angeles or Phoenix, were eliminated at some stage in the census process and final counts were not processed through the official census count. Five of these sites had nonzero population counts recorded on the master address list, which implies they were enumerated and the results were processed before being deleted. The total population count for the deleted sites was 49.
Although sites with positive counts should not have been deleted, they appear to have been eliminated during local review, or other closeout or cleanup activities occurring at the time (Jackson, 1991) . The effect was to reduce by 22 percent the total census population count for the Los Angeles sample sites; the effect in Phoenix was negligible. The 10 deleted sites are excluded from the rest of the analysis. Problems identifying sites and other impediments to observation. As discussed above, in many instances geographic information about sites was vague or poor.
Sites where geographic information does not match have been eliminated.
Nevertheless, observers as well as Census Bureau personnel reported that some site descriptions were ambiguous or inconsistent as to the area covered, and its boundaries. Over 90 percent of the census enumerators in the study areas reported having problems finding the S-Night places to which they were assigned (Barrett, 1991) , with little variation among areas.
Subtle failures of observation could occur in sites which were large, dark, or contained visual barriers or passageways which made it difficult to detect the presence of census enumerators. Pertinent to this point are 7
sites where observers disagreed among themselves on whether enumerators came to the site. These were large and complex sites, such as subway stations, parks, and a bus station, where an observer's vantage point might have determined whether he or she noticed enumerators at the site.
The size and complexity of the sites, ambiguous site information, and some problems with timing appear to account for most of the south Manhattan sites for which census results were reported yet no enumerators were observed.
Census Bureau staff members visited and photographed all 10 anomalous site locations (see Schwede, 1991) . They found that site information on the assignment records often was vague or defined a large area, and sometimes was internally inconsistent (e.g., a building name and address did not correspond). Thus, enumerators might have gone one place and observers another, even though both went to the "site" as defined by the site description. (These sites were described in sufficient detail, and consistently enough in observer and census sources, that the sites were deemed matches in the matching operation.) At several sites the evidence indicates that census enumerators arrived early, and/or observers arrived late, left early, or left the site unobserved for a period of time. It appears probable that census enumerators enumerated these 10 sites (or perhaps areas close by), but that observers and enumerators were present at slightly different places or times, resulting in inconsistent observer reports and census results.
We did not investigate the other 6 anomalous sites, but it is possible to contrast the effects of alternative assumptions about whether they were enumerated or not. In column (1) of Table 3 , we assume the anomalous sites were not enumerated, and in column (2) we assume they were. In column (2), we in effect take either an observer report or a positive census count as evidence that census enumerators visited the site. In New York, we believe that the results in column (2) The quality of observer questionnaire data. Observer questionnaires were filled out immediately after S-Night, generally at 5 or 6 a.m. Observers were tired, and some questionnaires were incomplete or poorly filled out. A few street observers appear to have been functionally illiterate or not fluent in
English, and for a number of questionnaires there are indications that questions were misread or misunderstood. The data yield useful information about the S-Night street enumeration, but the quality of the data is not high, and it would not be valid to attempt to develop precise estimates of how many people might have been missed in S-Night on the basis of them. and 10 as the lowest and highest number of people, respectively, while another reported 9 as both the lowest and highest number, then for that site the range of low estimates is 4-9, and the range of high estimates is 9-10.) Separate totals are given for sites according to whether census enumerators were observed there or not. The observers' reports of numbers of people at the sites should be treated with caution, since the summed estimates of their low and high numbers cover considerable ranges. Possibly, some observers were selective in whom they counted, as some enumerators appear to have been (see below), which would introduce variability in the observer estimates.
Comparison of Census and Observer Counts
Variability in observer estimates also partly reflects the way the sums were formed as well as error in the data. In some sites, different observers, although technically reporting on the same site, may have had different vantage points and different areas they were reporting about.
In addition to high inter-observer variability, there are large differences between the low and high number of people estimated by observers to be present in the sites between 2 and 4 a.m. These differences imply considerable mobility into and/or away from sites, and suggest the possibility that mobile persons could be counted at multiple sites, or not at all, if they left a site before enumeration or arrived afterwards. Differences between the low and high numbers of people present also imply that the timing of enumeration could influence the size of the count at any given site, depending on whether enumerators arrived at the low point or peak of its occupancy. We have no evidence to assess possible effects of mobility, however.
In all study areas except New York, census counts are within the range of observer estimates of the low number of people present in sites where enumerators were seen. This finding probably reflects enumerator selectivity, as discussed below. In addition, observers reported their low and high estimates over the entire 2 hour period; enumerators would not necessarily have been present at the time when the greatest number of people was present.
New York produces census counts higher than the highest observer counts.
In some New York sites, lack of comparability between sites as defined by the census and by observers implies that the two sets of counts refer to different To measure the consistency between the two sets of data, Table 5 presents correlations between census and observer counts of the number of people present at the sites. The top panel shows that, for sites where enumerators were seen, the highest observer's estimates of the low and high numbers of people present in the site are both significantly correlated with the census counts. None of these correlations is high, suggesting large amounts of error and variability in these data.
The second panel in Table 5 presents results separately for the South Manhattan District Office (where the 10 anomalous sites were) versus all other areas. Outside of south Manhattan, there are no significant correlations between observer and census counts in sites where no enumerators were observed. This is expected, since only 6 such sites have positive census counts. In south Manhattan, however, observer and census counts are positively correlated for sites where no enumerators were seen. The positive correlations imply a relationship between the two sets of data, and are consistent with the conclusion that, in this district office, observer and census counts are both genuine and refer to (roughly) the same sites.
Enumerator Behavior
Enumerators were instructed to enumerate everyone visible at the site, except for people in uniform or engaged in money-making activities. They were not to waken sleeping respondents to interview them, but rather to estimate age, and record race and sex based on observation. If a person seemed dangerous, or was mentally incapable of being interviewed, enumeration by observation also was permitted.
Every observer should have been interviewed. Observers were instructed to remain in sight and allow themselves to be interviewed by enumerators. Table 6 presents the percent of observers who report they personally were interviewed or thought they were counted by observation, in the matched, processed sites. (Tables 6 and 7 exclude observer reports for the 16 sites where no enumerators were seen but census counts were returned.) The proportion of observers interviewed varies enormously, ranging from two-thirds in New Orleans down to only 7 percent in the Chicago study area. An additional 6 to 29 percent of observers in each study area believed they were counted, or thought they might have been. Thus, Table 6 implies the percent of observers who were certainly or probably enumerated in each study area is:
New Orleans 84%
New York 66% Phoenix 55%
Los Angeles 39%
Chicago 25%
Several sources of error that influence observer reports have been discussed. However, even granting that some observers might have been counted who believed they were not, these rates are very low in some study areas and show extreme variability among areas. In part, the variability occurs because substantial numbers of sites apparently were not enumerated in Phoenix, Los
Angeles, and Chicago, where observers saw no enumerators, and census counts of In addition, selective interviewing and enumeration by observation contributed to variability in interview rates. in who was selected for enumeration imply that the completeness of the counts varies among sites within study areas, and among study areas.
The lack of consistency in whom enumerators approached to interview may reflect a weakness of S-Night training. However, the problem of enumerators ignoring the instruction to enumerate all visible persons was documented in previous tests (see e.g., Siegel, 1989) , so the procedure was emphasized in training in 1990. As noted, almost a fifth of observers report that enumerators only approached people who appeared homeless. It has been suggested that the publicity surrounding S-Night as a "count of the homeless" 
Limitations of the Assessment
The assessment provides only limited data about the adequacy of S-Night street enumeration. The assessment was not designed to estimate how completely the homeless population was counted in the 1990 Census. As yet, no methods have been developed to accurately measure census coverage of this population. In addition, it is not valid to generalize the results from the 8 district offices in the assessment to other places or the nation as a whole.
Thus, this assessment study cannot support conclusions about the rate of census coverage of the homeless population in these cities or in the country, nor can it support conclusions about how well or poorly S-Night street enumeration was conducted in places not included in the assessment. In addition, there is very little information to evaluate several important aspects of the operation.
Adequacy of street site selection. Street sites to be enumerated were compiled by district offices with assistance from cities and other agencies, advocate groups, etc. The criteria used and the adequacy of the compilations of street sites appear to vary from place to place. The assessment reports note that a number of sites on the census lists appear to be daytime rather than nighttime congregating sites, and raise other questions about the adequacy of the sites for enumerating homeless people. However, the quality and completeness of the list of street sites are unknown.
Who was counted. S-Night enumeration was intended to include homeless people who otherwise would not have been counted in the census. However, it is unknown how many of the people who were counted on S-Night had a usual home elsewhere and were eligible for enumeration there.
Duplication with other operations. S-Night was conducted March 20-21, about 2 weeks before Census Day, April 1. It is unknown how many people who were counted in the streets on S-Night also were counted as part of regular household enumeration or as part of another census operation. The determination that enumerators were observed was based on observers' a answers to the question, "What was the total number of enumerators you saw at your site from 2 to 4 a.m.?" Observer questionnaires also were coded to record any explicit statement that enumerators did, or did not, come to the site, and to record whether there were conflicting or ambiguous statements about enumerator presence. This information was used when data on number of enumerators was missing. If any of the observers at a site saw enumerators, or if observers reported that enumerators came before or after the 2-4 a.m.
Summary and Conclusions

Consistency
enumeration period, or were near a site but not in it, the site was counted as one where enumerators were observed.
Two sites where enumerator presence was not ascertained are excluded b from tables 2-4, for a total of 128 sites. Preference was given for exact rather than approximate numbers when both were given; responses are eliminated for a few observers who gave low numbers greater than their high numbers. If a high number was missing, the low number was substituted; and if a low number was missing, the high number was used.
Figures given are totals across sites, with no adjustment for missing observer data (N=2 sites). 
